ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION AND DEFINITIONS
uccessful organizations seek to attain and maintain high levels of performance; but can a particular organizational strategy or culture lead to improved organizational performance? If so, can such a strategy or culture be described and then be measured quantitatively? And, if measurements can be made will comparisons in measurements between organizations be advantageous in helping organizations improve their performance?
This paper investigates these questions, measures a specific component of organizational strategy and compares three managerial levels of educational organizations. The organizational strategy measured is market orientation. The quantitative measurement is accomplished by way of a scaled instrument used in a national survey. The comparisons described in this research include benchmarked levels between commercial businesses (for profit entities) and various organizational levels of schools of business administration (non-profit entities).
In marketing literature, numerous similar sounding terms are often encountered. These terms are not synonymous and should not be used interchangeably. To help differentiate and explain terms, the following descriptions and definitions are provided:

The marketing concept is a philosophy that advocates that a successful organization begins with identifying customer needs and wants, decides which needs to meet, and involves all employees in the process of satisfying customers.  Marketing orientation implies that the marketing function is the most important function within the organization and that all other functional areas are driven by the demands of the marketing department.  Market orientation refers to an organizational culture in which everyone in the organization is committed to the customer and adapts in a timely manner to meeting the changing needs of the customer. Market orientation blends a company culture dedicated to providing superior value by successfully achieving a customer focus, acquiring competitor intelligence, and maintaining interfunctional coordination. It is viewed as the implementation of the marketing concept.
DISCUSSION AND LITERATURE REVIEW
The Baldrige Education Criteria for Performance Excellence, developed by the Baldrige National Quality Program (BNQP 2005) , rest on the assumption that universities can take steps to achieve "performance excellence". The document specifies certain marketing-related activities, and emphasizes the need to identify and plan strategies with respect to various segments of students, stakeholders and other markets. The Baldrige criteria are designed to be used for self-assessment, awarding Baldrige prizes, and providing feedback to educational institutions applying for them, but have other important purposes as well. They can be used by any university business school, for example, regardless of whether or not it is an award applicant, to "improve organizational performance practices, capabilities, and results," to "facilitate . . . sharing of best practices," and to assist in "understanding and managing performance . . . guiding organizational planning and opportunities for learning" (BNQP 2005).
Excellence of performance in higher education is self-evidently important. In the business discipline, it is assessed and assured by the qualification standards of the bodies awarding formal accreditation to business schools (Karathanos and Karathanos 1996) . In the U.S.A., these are mainly AACSB International (the Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business, known until 1997 as the American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business) and ACBSP (the Association of Collegiate Business Schools and Programs), address performance evaluation and improvement. Performance is ranked more informally in the U.S.A. by the annual guide published by U.S. News and World Report and by the Peterson's web-based educational information resource, both directed at prospective students, their parents and student advisers such as high school guidance counselors.
The scope of marketing was successfully broadened decades ago to include universities and other nonbusiness organizations (Kotler and Levy 1969a, 1969b) . Many other marketing academics have since discussed and demonstrated the benefits of applying marketing to services in general (Lovelock 1983; Swenson 1998) and higher education in particular (Hayes 1989; Miller et al. 1990 ). University business school administrations and other stakeholders should be interested in strategic marketing applications and any other actions that could have a significant impact upon performance levels. Nevertheless, the "senior leaders" invoked in the Baldrige criteria may in principle accept the importance of quality, performance and continuous improvement, yet in practice resist the notion that academic institutions could or should consider students as customers.
The study reported here, part of a stream of continuing research, and is a further effort to encourage the application of strategic marketing theory and practice within higher education. We know, from previous empirical research ( Hammond et al. 2006 ) that the behaviours and actions indicative of a high level of market orientation generally lead to higher levels of performance within university business schools. The research further indicates that emphasis by higher education leaders can positively impact market orientation levels. We also know that market orientation levels reported for private business schools are generally higher than those reported for public business schools (Webster et al. 2005 ).
The marketing concept advocates that all activities of a firm should be directed toward satisfying the customer. The market orientation construct has been developed, defined and measured to operationalize the implementation of the marketing concept. Narver & Slater (1990) and concluded that market orientation is the type of business culture and climate that can be created within an organization that will most effectively lead to the behaviors and actions necessary to achieve a sustainable competitive advantage. The degree that the marketing concept has been implemented is manifested in the behaviors and actions of the organization. This degree is the level of market orientation. Or simply, the methods and strategies utilized by a firm to succeed.
Narver & Slater (1990) describe a firm that is market oriented as one whose culture is systematically and entirely committed to the continuous creation of superior value for its customers. Others characterize a market orientation culture as one in which a business focuses on customer wants and needs, continuously analyzes its competition, and coordinates all organizational activities toward customer satisfaction (Kotler 1980; Narver et al. 1992; Slater & Narver 1994; Siguaw et al. 1994) . Theory suggests and empirical research has found that greater levels of market orientation within a business result in a greater ability of the organization to achieve its objectives ( A high degree of market orientation indicates that individuals in the organization are committed to customer satisfaction and remain so over time by recognizing changes in customer needs and wants, and reacting and adapting in a satisfactory manner to those changes. The process is dynamic and subject to forces external to the organization such as its competitors and the general state of the economy, and it is a process that should be viewed on a continuum. In other words, it is not a culture that a business either has or does not have, but is rather a matter of degree. Slater & Narver (1994) note that market conditions and competitive threats are never static; and, a high degree of market orientation is not achieved overnight but rather over time given adequate commitment from the firm"s management and time for a supportive culture to develop.
For decades the philosophy expressed by managers was a belief in the practical importance of a successful marketing function as an effective way to help the organization to achieve its objectives (Felton 1959; Levitt 1969; McNamara 1972 ). More recently, researchers have found that greater levels of market orientation result in a greater organizational ability to achieve its objectives (Houston 1986 ; Narver & Slater 1990; Jaworski & Kohli 1993; Siguaw et al. 1994 ). The measurement of market orientation in the business organization was pioneered by Narver & Slater (1990) . Drawing from theoretical research, they operationalized the market orientation construct as consisting of three separate and equally important components: (1) customer orientation, (2) competitor orientation, and (3) interfunctional coordination. Narver & Slater (1990) reported market orientation scores for three separate types of businesses: commodity, specialty, and distribution. The commodity and distribution businesses produced and sold generic products designed for a wide range of customers. The specialty business firms produced and sold products that were individualized (relative to the commodity products) for specific customer orders. By adapting its generic or base product, the specialty products firm creates superior value and thereby provides more benefit to the customer. They created multiple item scales for the measurement of each of the components. The scales included antecedent variables, moderator variables, and consequence variables, e.g., performance. Finally, the scale measured overall market orientation by averaging the three components or dimensions of the measurement scale.
To date, empirical research on the market orientation culture has been primarily focused on the business enterprise with less emphasis on potential applications in non-profit organizations. Non-profit organizations such as churches, civic organizations, universities, and hospitals focus on customers or clientele wants and needs just as the business concern does. Given that successful businesses report higher levels of market orientation, we might expect a similar situation to be present in non-profit organizations as well. From a large group of potential non-profit organizations, we chose certain Schools of Business Administration to research because of their seeming similarities to business enterprises. Specifically, a school of business has a number of constituencies to serve, it must determine wants and needs of its clientele, it operates to provide value to its constituencies, it is influenced by external factors, and it is an organization with many interfunctional areas and departments. Although a school of business administration does not exist to create profit or shareholder wealth, it does seek to achieve organizational goals such as surviving as an organization, increasing its professional reputation, improving its facilities and faculty, and growing its enrollment and endowment. Additionally, business schools teach the principles, methods, and techniques used by businesses in their pursuit of success and business school deans and faculty often have a business background. These factors tend to suggest that business school leaders (academic vice-presidents, deans and department chairs) and business leaders (managers) may possess similar managerial mindsets, values, and temperaments as well as implementing somewhat similar leadership styles, methods and techniques.
Recalling that the philosophy of providing superior value to customers (relative to competitors) is the marketing concept, this philosophy should be applicable to universities as they too have customers, competitors, external influences, and seek to accomplish organizational goals. Although the primary objective for the business enterprise is profitability, Slater & Narver (1994) argue that in the non-profit organization, survival is analogous to profit in a business enterprise. Specifically, to satisfy constituencies in the long run requires that revenues must be adequate to cover long-run expenses and therefore survive. Like the business enterprise, the non-profit entity has organizational objectives that is seeks to achieve.
As in the profit-seeking business, quality, performance, and continuous improvement are objectives of schools of business administration both in the short-term and the long-term. Progress in achieving such objectives is part of the evaluative process addressed by the Baldrige Education Pilot Criteria (Karathanos & Karathanos 1996) and the AACSB--International Standards. Also, U.S. News and World Report and Peterson's College Guide as well as other publications issue annual college guides that provide various measures of performance to assist students and parents in the college selection process. Consequently, the leaders of schools of business administration should be interested in an organizational culture that could positively impact the quality and performance of their schools. This research, which is part of a continuing stream of research focused on marketing theory and practice found in higher education, collects, analyzes and reports on the market orientation culture within schools of business administration that are members of AACSB-International.
Academic Vice-Presidents, Business School Deans, and Marketing Department chairs whose school hold membership in AACSB-International were selected for study because the accrediting organization holds to a commitment of continuous improvement in business education. Schools that are accredited by AACSBInternational have undergone a series of reviews over time, have demonstrated success at achieving organizational goals, and therefore may exhibit an organizational culture with a bent toward market orientation, much like that of successful businesses.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESIS
Although there are numerous customers or stakeholders that could be addressed in the university setting, we limited our examination to marketing majors and other business students. The objectives of the study were to answer the following research questions:
What are the mean levels of market orientation toward students and employers of students (customer groups) of schools of business administration as reported by academic vice-presidents? 2.
What are the mean levels of market orientation toward students and employers of students (customer groups) of schools of business administration as reported by business school deans? 3.
What are the mean levels of market orientation toward students and employers of students (customer groups) of schools of business administration as reported by marketing department chairs? 4.
How do the reported mean levels of market orientation toward students and employers of students of the academic vice-presidents, deans, and marketing chairs compare to the levels reported toward customers as reported by business managers from previous research conducted on businesses in the private sector?
5.
How to the mean levels of market orientation toward students and employers of students reported by the academic vice-presidents, deans, and marketing department chairs compare to each other as groups?
To answer research question one, the reported market orientation mean scores of the academic vicepresidents were collected and calculated from the survey responses for the four dimensions of market orientation (customer orientation, competitor orientation, internal coordination, and overall market orientation).
To answer research question two, the reported market orientation mean scores of the business school deans were collected and calculated from the survey responses for the four dimensions of market orientation (customer orientation, competitor orientation, internal coordination, and overall market orientation).
To answer research question three, the reported market orientation mean scores of the marketing chairs were collected and calculated from the survey responses for the four dimensions of market orientation (customer orientation, competitor orientation, internal coordination, and overall market orientation).
To answer research question four, the mean market orientation scores of the academic vice-presidents, business school deans, and marketing department chairs were compared to the mean market orientation scores of specialty business managers as reported by Narver and Slater (1990). The general hypothesis was than there was no difference between the market orientation scores of the business mangers and the academic vice-presidents, deans and department chairs. This general hypothesis was tested by way of a series of t-tests that compared mean scores of the academic vice-presidents, deans, and marketing department chairs to those of the business managers. For each comparison, t-tests were conducted separately on the four components of market orientation.
To answer research question five, the mean market orientation scores of the academic vice-presidents, deans, and marketing department chairs were compared to each other using a series of t-tests to identify differences in mean scores between the various groups of administrators for each of the four dimensions of market orientation. Again, the general hypothesis was that there would be no statistical difference between the mean scores of the administrators.
METHODOLOGY
A cover letter, survey instrument, and business reply envelope were mailed separately to the academic vicepresidents, business school deans, and to the marketing chairs of schools of business holding membership in AACSB-International. After a follow-up letter, 102 useable responses were received from the academic vicepresidents, 141 responses from the deans and 94 responses from the marketing department chairs. As key informants, (Campbell 1995; Phillips 1981), the vice-presidents, deans, and department chairs were asked to complete the survey and return it in the business reply envelope.
The questions to measure the three subscales (competitor orientation, customer orientation, and organizational coordination) in the Narver and Slater original scale were modified somewhat to conform to the vocabulary and the types of stakeholders prevalent in academic institutions. For example, two of Narver and Slater"s questions were:
1.
Our objectives are driven by satisfaction of our customers.
2.
We measure satisfaction of our customers systematically and frequently.
The questions were amended for the current research and were worded as follows:
1. Our objectives are driven by satisfaction of our students/employers of students 2.
We measure satisfaction of our students/employers of students systematically and frequently.
Churchill (1979) suggests that the appropriateness of scales borrowed from other studies needs to be addressed before survey research is accomplished. Therefore, all our scale items were pre-tested before mailed. We consulted with several academic vice-presidents, deans, and marketing department chairs. These consultations resulted in a research instrument and cover letter that more clearly defined the purposes of the research and the rewording of several questionnaire items.
30 questions were used in the collection of the data. Each of the questions were to be answered using a seven (7) point scale that was anchored with "not at all" (1) and "to an extreme extent" (7) so that the higher numbers represented a higher (or greater) perceived level of market orientation. The survey questions are shown and discussed in the appendix to the paper.
The scales were subjected to reliability analysis, exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis prior to use ( Although the literature indicates (Berdie 1989 ) that the presence of nonresponse bias in mail surveys does not necessarily alter the survey findings, we nonetheless proceeded to test for nonresponse bias. We used Larson and Catton's (1959) proxy methodology wherein potential nonresponse bias between early and late respondents is examined. These tests indicated no statistically significant difference between the early and late responders.
Then, following the methodology of Narver and Slater, we combined the three subscales to form an overall, or composite, measure of market orientation. We then conducted separate t-tests for each of the four dimensions of market orientation to determine if a statistically significant difference existed between the various market orientation mean scores of the academic vice-presidents, deans, marketing department chairs, and the business managers.
As mentioned earlier, in their 1990 research, Narver and Slater reported market orientation scores for three separate types of businesses: commodity, specialty, and distribution. We believe schools of business demonstrate more of the characteristics of specialty businesses than the characteristics of the commodity or distribution businesses. The commodity and distribution businesses in the Narver and Slater study produced and sold generic products designed for a wide range of customers. The specialty business firms produced and sold products that were individualized (relative to the commodity products) for specific customer orders. By adapting its generic or base product, the specialty products firm creates superior value and thereby provides more benefit to the customer. This type of firm is challenged to constantly monitor the competitive environment and to be vigilant for changes in the customer's requirements. Likewise AACSB-International schools of business seek to provide a product that is individualized through its programs of study or majors. The AACSB-International schools would argue that a superior product (relative to non-member schools) is provided that would benefit its customers (or constituencies). We therefore used the market orientation scores for specialty business as reported by Narver and Slater (1990) for our comparisons. Table 1 shows there are significant differences in levels of customer orientation and overall market orientation between the business managers toward their customers and the business school officials (the academic vice-presidents, deans, and marketing department chairs) toward their students as a customer group. The business managers reported market orientation mean scores that were higher in absolute terms than all of the school administrators in each of the four dimensions of market orientation. Additionally, the scores were found to be statistically different at the 0.01 level in 11 of the 12 comparisons. Hence we know that there are indeed differences between business managers and business school administrators in the levels of market orientation. Table 2 shows there are significant statistical differences in levels of market orientation between the academic vice-presidents and the business school deans. The market orientation scores for each of the four dimensions of measurement are higher in absolute terms and statistically higher for the vice-presidents than for the deans in three of the four dimensions. Table 3 reports the market orientation scores toward students reported by the academic vice-presidents and business school marketing department chairs. Additionally, the table shows t-test results for differences in the mean scores between the two groups of administrators. In these comparisons, vice-presidents were found to have higher and statistically different market orientation scores in three of the four components of market orientation. Table 4 reports the market orientation scores toward students reported by the business school deans and the marketing department chairs. The table shows that the mean scores are higher for deans than marketing department chairs in three of the four market orientation dimensions. However, in only one of the four dimensions are the scores of the deans statistically different (at 0.10 level) from the marketing department chairs. Table 5 shows there are significant differences in levels of market orientation between the business managers toward customers and the business school officials (the academic vice-presidents, deans, and marketing department chairs) toward employers of students as a customer group. The business managers reported market orientation mean scores that were higher in absolute terms than all of the school administrators in each of the four dimensions of market orientation. Additionally, the scores were found to be statistically different at the 0.01 level in all 12 of the comparisons. Hence we know that there are indeed differences between business managers and business school administrators in the levels of reported market orientation. Table 6 shows the market orientation scores toward employers of students as reported by the academic vice-presidents and the business school deans. The scores reported by the academic vice-presidents are higher in absolute terms than the scores of the deans in each of the four dimensions of market orientation. The market orientation scores for each of the four dimensions of measurement are statistically higher for the vice-presidents that for the deans. Table 7 shows the market orientation scores toward employers of students of the academic vice-presidents and business school marketing department chairs. Additionally, the table shows t-test results for differences in the mean scores between the two groups of administrators. In these comparisons, vice-presidents were found to have higher and statistically different market orientation scores in all four components of market orientation. Table 8 shows the market orientation scores toward employers of students of the business school deans and the marketing department chairs. The table shows that the mean scores are higher for deans than marketing department chairs in all four market orientation dimensions. However, in only two of the four dimensions are the scores of the deans statistically different (at 0.10 level) from the marketing department chairs. A synopsis of the 8 tables shows that business managers report higher levels of market orientation toward customers than the educational leaders report toward students and employers of students. This may be an indication that higher education administrators either do not view students and employers as customers, or that the implementation of the market concept has not been embraced within business school administrations, or both. It is particularly interesting to note that the higher up the administrator is within the higher education hierarchy, the higher the levels of reported market orientation toward students. This certainly indicates that the implementation or the perceived level of importance of the marketing concept differs across the various levels of higher education administration. For a strategy to be successful, the marketing theory suggests that a strategy must be implemented at all levels of the organization. This seems to be lacking in the case of business school administration.
RESULTS

IMPLICATIONS
These findings demonstrate that businesses perceive a greater importance and have made greater progress in the implementation of the marketing concept vis-à-vis university schools of business as perceived by their academic vice-presidents, deans, and marketing department chairs. If, as previous research has found, organizations can improve their effectiveness by increasing levels of market orientation, university schools of business would seem to have ample opportunity to improve.
Finally, we believe research in organizational culture including that of market orientation should be conducted in other non-profit organizations. Of particular interest would be an expansion of this line of research into other areas of higher education, into governmental agencies that provide services to the public, and into the non-profit side of the healthcare industry.
